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Foreword

dertaken a series of studies on the Transformation of NATO for

21¢ Century missions. These studies focused on needed military
capabilities, political transformation, new operational requirements,
new missions, and NATO science and technology. Some of these studies
made recommendations that were adopted as NATO policy while other
may be ahead of their time. Most were published by the National De-
fense University.

The purpose of this volume is to collect these studies under one
cover. We have resisted the temptation to rewrite or update each study.
They are presented here as they were originally printed. We hope that in
reprinting them here, they may initiate a renewed emphasis on transform-
ing the alliance.

S ince September 11, 2001, the National Defense University has un-

Hans Binnendijk
Gina Cordero
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A New Military Framework
for NATO (2005)!

Hans Binnendijk, David C. Gompert, and Richard L. Kugler

Overview

Ithough Americans and Europeans do not always agree on politi-
cal strategies in the Middle East, they have a compelling reason to

reach an accord on the need to strengthen North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) military forces for future operations in that region
and elsewhere. If adequate military capabilities are lacking, the Alliance will
not be able to act even when its political leaders agree on the need to do so.
But if it creates such capabilities, it will be able to act either ad hoc or across
the board if a common political strategy eventually were to emerge.

This article proposes a new and comprehensive military framework
to help guide NATO improvements in the years ahead. This framework
envisions a pyramid-like structure of future NATO forces and capabilities
in five critical areas: a new NATO Special Operations Force, the NATO
Response Force, high-readiness combat forces, stabilization and recon-
struction forces, and assets for defense sector development. The United
States would provide one-third of the necessary forces, and Europe would
be responsible for the other two-thirds. For the Europeans, creating these
forces and capabilities is a viable proposition because they require com-
mitment of only 10 percent of their active military manpower, plus invest-
ments in such affordable assets as information networks, smart munitions,
commercial lift, logistics support, and other enablers. If NATO succeeds
in creating these forces for power projection and expeditionary missions,
it will possess a broad portfolio of assets for a full spectrum of operations
against such threats as terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, and cross-border aggression.
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Diplomats on both sides of the Atlantic are seeking to overcome the
discord over the invasion of Iraq and to close ranks to meet a daunting set
of shared security challenges, from defeating radical Islamic terrorism to
controlling Iran’s nuclear activities to building a free Iraq to achieving an
Israeli-Palestinian settlement. Yet there remain deep differences over more
basic issues: reliance on the use of force, the legitimacy of preemptive war,
and whether to foment sweeping political change throughout the Middle
East. Until these differences are settled, it will be difficult for the United
States and its major European allies to formulate a serious common strat-
egy or to act in unison in crises.

Perhaps the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Secretary
General will succeed in organizing a deep dialogue from which an agreed
strategy will emerge. But even in the absence of a new grand accord,
NATO can accomplish work of grand importance. The focus should be
on developing a comprehensive, common framework for NATO defense
capabilities and then proceeding programmatically to put real flesh on that
framework. The logic is straightforward:

» Capabilities for common action are needed, even though this ac-
tion may not always be chosen (for non—-Article 5 contingencies).

» If and when a common strategy emerges, NATO must have the
capabilities to execute it.

» The United States and its European allies must be able to agree on
necessary capabilities, even while unable to agree on grand strat-
egy or on when and where those capabilities should be used.

This paper proposes a new defense framework for NATO combat
forces and other defense capabilities as a guide to force planning, priority-
setting, and cooperative programs. The framework covers the full spectrum
of dangers that Americans and Europeans agree exist and the capabilities
needed by the Alliance to meet these dangers. The framework is capabili-
ties-based, not threat-based, meaning that it is predicated on what NATO
members think their alliance should be able to do, not on predictions of
who their enemies might be. The framework has structural integrity in that
each piece fits with the others, making the whole stronger than the sum of
the parts. Within this framework, we suggest specific capabilities—some
existing, some agreed, and some new. Finally, this article suggests how the
NATO defense framework should match up with the new U.S. military
presence in Europe and growing European Union (EU) defense efforts.

To some, this agenda may seem overly ambitious for NATO and
seem to ask too much of the European allies. This is not the case. The en-
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tire framework includes only about 10 percent of Europe’s active military
personnel. It mainly involves reorienting forces for new missions, making
them more deployable, network-centric, and interoperable—goals that
NATO has already embraced. The framework need not be filled out at once;
a period of 5 years or more will suffice. Thus, it is affordable, practical, and
politically feasible, even with continuing differences over grand strategy.

A Capabilities-Based Alliance

Since NATO began responding to security dangers outside member
territory and its traditional area, first in the Balkans and then beyond, it
has changed from an alliance of commitment to one of choice. During the
Cold War, the Article 5 obligation to act in common defense was the start-
ing point, and the capabilities to do so followed. Now, the main dangers lie
outside Europe to the southeast, and members are unlikely to be attacked
directly. Because of differences in strategic outlook and political goals,
moreover, there may be not only no obligation to act together, but also no
inclination to do so.

Observers can debate whether current differences reflect a natural,
structural post-Cold War loosening of U.S.-European solidarity or a seri-
ous but situational disagreement over the invasion of Iraq. Whichever the
case, if NATO does not build and maintain adequate capabilities, it will
be able to mount only improvised responses to crises when its members
choose to act—a recipe for military weakness, indecision, and lack of
credibility at moments when strength, decisiveness, and credibility are
most needed. Failure to have a complete set of capabilities could invite
challenges. Rather than neglect capabilities because of disunity of purpose,
NATO must build capabilities to enable action when unity exists.

The United States and its European allies had a single mode for
collective action during the Cold War. Now, they have several. One is for-
mation of an ad hoc coalition for an operation that is not ordered by the
North Atlantic Council (NAC) and not carried out by the integrated com-
mand. Another is an operation that is ordered by the NAC and directed by
the integrated command but with forces provided by just a few members.
The third is an operation ordered by the NAC, directed by the integrated
command, and composed of forces from many members. The past years
have seen all three modes employed in such diverse contingencies as
Kuwait, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Having all three options
provides valuable flexibility; each one is worth having, and each can work,
but only if it can draw upon well-prepared capabilities.
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A strong capabilities-based alliance is possible because of the simi-
larity of U.S. and European views on key challenges of the global security
era, despite disagreement over how to respond to them. From these similar
views, it is possible to derive the contents of a warehouse of defense capa-
bilities. Those we prescribe are:

NATO Special Operations Force

NATO Response Force

NATO High Readiness Forces for major combat operations
NATO Stabilization and Reconstruction Forces

NATO capacity for Defense and Security Sector Development for
countries in transition.

The Value of Military Accord

Prior to the NATO Istanbul Summit in mid-2004, German Foreign
Minister Joschka Fischer urged the Alliance to write a new Harmel Report,
aimed at finding common ground on Middle East policy and strategy.?
Others echoed this idea and called for such a report to become the basis
for a new NATO strategic concept that would reflect agreed principles
for action outside Europe, including the Middle East. Meanwhile, despite
U.S.-EU and intra-EU disagreements over the use of force and policy to-
ward Iraq, the European Union issued its own global security assessment,
which was strikingly similar to that of the United States. Yet because of
the disagreements, the Istanbul Summit took no important initiatives and
reached no agreement to forge a common strategy for the Middle East or
set standards for the use of military force.?

The United States and Europe are not at odds across the board. They
share many common interests and goals in the world at large. For instance,
they have similar views on the democratization of the former Soviet
Union, as their united stance on Ukraine’s elections shows. Nor are they
wholly polarized on the Middle East, where they agree on the need for a
democratic Palestinian state and on the criticality of secure oil supplies.
Approaches to Iran are being harmonized. NATO leaders are cooperating
in many aspects of the war on terrorism and policy toward Afghanistan.

Perhaps the future will produce greater strategic and political har-
mony between the United States and those European countries that
disagree with its policies on the use of force and in the Middle East. A
dramatic coming-together could occur, for example, in response to an
al Qaeda attack on Europe, defeat of the insurgency in Iraq, an Israeli-
Palestinian settlement, or success in preventing Iranian production of
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nuclear weapons. A safer assumption is that the United States and major
European states will continue to agree on some policies and crises while
disagreeing on others. But again, this condition neither precludes nor
makes less crucial U.S.-European agreement on the capabilities their al-
liance should possess. The persistence of strategic discord need not and
ought not to block agreement on capabilities.

There is precedent for agreement on capabilities despite disagree-
ment over purpose and policy. In the 1960s, NATO experienced strategic
divergence and political discord over what to do about the Soviet Union’s
nuclear buildup. Whereas the Europeans wanted to cling to a strategy of
nuclear deterrence, the Americans wanted to bolster NATO conventional
defenses to lessen reliance on escalation. The debate between them raged
for years, and it did not end even when NATO agreed in 1967 on the need
to be capable of both “forward defense” and “flexible response” What
finally softened the debate was progress in strengthening military coop-
eration. As a result, NATO conventional forces improved while nuclear
capabilities were maintained. The Americans became satisfied that the
Europeans were truly committed to a better conventional defense, and the
Europeans became satisfied that the Americans were still committed to a
strong nuclear deterrent. From this practical agenda of enhanced military
cooperation came greater political harmony and strategic coherence, as
the Alliance pursued a dual agenda of strong defense and arms control.

Again, in the 1980s, the United States and Europe were at logger-
heads over how to respond to the Soviet Union’s conventional and nuclear
military buildup, as well as its invasion of Afghanistan. Whereas Washing-
ton was calling for a NATO strategy of force buildup and counter-pressure,
many Europeans favored arms control and détente. Without resolving this
tension, the Americans and Europeans were able to agree to reconfigure
NATO defenses in Central Europe for nonlinear combat and to deploy
improved nuclear missiles in Europe while also pursuing arms control ne-
gotiations aimed at banishing such nuclear missiles on both sides. As the
1980s unfolded, this agenda helped restore Alliance unity and contributed
to convincing the Soviet Union to end the Cold War.

Today, notwithstanding political debates that have raged across the
Atlantic, a roughly common view on required NATO capabilities has qui-
etly emerged. This is evident in NATO pursuit of the Prague Capability
Commitment and the NATO Response Force, both of which were adopted
at the Prague Summit of 2002 and reaffirmed at Istanbul in 2004. Despite
public impressions that the United States has lost interest in the Alliance,
Washington led the way toward adoption of the Prague and Istanbul de-
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fense programs. Moreover, many European countries that disagree with
U.S. policy on Iraq do agree on defense requirements. France is among the
leaders in European military transformation, and Germany is now pursu-
ing a parallel effort. Although the European Union is trying to create its
own military forces, it is not proposing to reduce its reliance upon NATO
for most warfighting missions and is eager for cooperation with NATO
defense planners.

Alliance agreement on a comprehensive framework of needed ca-
pabilities could contribute to convergence on strategy and restoration of
mutual confidence. Success at building better European military forces
for such a framework will alter the conditions for determining military
responses to crises. European governments will not be averse to military
action just because they lack the capability to act. The United States will
have an incentive to seek multilateral action rather than to act unilaterally
because its European allies lack usable capabilities.

NATO Military Progress and Shortfalls

News media have focused on intramural Alliance political disputes
and largely overlooked the military progress of the past 2 years. The
Prague Summit decisions to reorganize the NATO military command, to
create a new “Allied Transformation Command,” and to field the NATO
Response Force were critical because they opened new avenues for mili-
tary preparedness and multilateral cooperation. These have not been the
only important steps. During 2003-2004, the Alliance:

» Reformed its force-planning process to enable creation of adequate
capabilities for new missions

» Conducted exercises that have helped its military forces prepare
for new missions

» Launched a program to improve communications through use of
Italian, French, and British satellite constellations

» Initiated studies to create defenses against missile threats to Eu-
rope

» Endorsed a “Program of Work for Defense against Terrorism,’
which comprises eight high-priority armaments directives in such
areas as protecting harbors, detecting use of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), enhancing intelligence, and performing con-
sequence management

» Completed creating the “Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and
Nuclear Defense Battalion”
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» Signed along-delayed contract to buy a new air-to-ground surveil-
lance system

» Improved its strategic sealift by creating a Sealift Coordination
Center and signing an agreement to gain commitment of several
roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) cargo ships from the United Kingdom,
Denmark, and Norway.*

Meanwhile, NATO also expanded its military operations outside its
new borders. While it has completed its original stability mission in Bosnia
and transferred main responsibility for peacekeeping to the EU, it retains a
military headquarters in Sarajevo to assist the country with defense reform
and to support the European Union Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina. It
continues to perform major peacekeeping missions in Kosovo, the fate of
which remains unsettled. After initially being embarrassed by its inability
to act decisively in Afghanistan, NATO subsequently agreed to take com-
mand of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) there, and
to deploy Provincial Reconstruction Teams to the western countryside;
ISAF today stands at about 8,000 troops. In Iraq, NATO has agreed to an
expanded role in training Iraqi forces.

Thus, recent defense measures show that NATO is capable of step-
by-step progress toward upgrading its military forces for new missions,
and recent operations show that NATO is willing to use its forces ad
hoc. Still, there are two significant discrepancies. First, there is no agreed
framework covering the entirety of needed capabilities—a gap this article
aims to fill. Second, the European allies need to prioritize their defense
expenditures—an effort this article may help to illuminate.

Critics complain about the inability of European militaries to produce
more personnel for missions in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. These
limitations reflect the extent to which many European military forces
remain largely tailored for continental defense missions, even though the
saliency of these missions has largely vanished. To protect Europe, NATO
still needs forces in such areas as air and maritime defense, missile defense,
and counterterrorism. But it no longer needs large numbers of ground and
air forces configured for campaigns against massive invasion. While some
progress has been made, most European militaries still lack the capacity
to project sizable forces rapidly outside the continent. In a fast-breaking
emergency, they could draw upon Britain and France to deploy, at most,
60,000 troops, far less than the United States can project. In slower-mov-
ing situations, they can perform better; some 56,000 European troops are
stationed in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Even then, however, their
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manpower policies limit the size of their rotational base, which constrains
the number of troops that can be kept abroad for long periods. As a result,
European militaries claim that they cannot handle far bigger deploy-
ments than now, even though they have about 2.4 million active-duty
troops, which is far more than the U.S. total of 1.4 million troops, 340,000
of which are stationed abroad, including in Iraq. A fair estimate is that,
whereas the United States could deploy overseas about 700,000 service
personnel from all branches over a period of 3 to 6 months, Europe could
deploy at most 150,000.

Despite the deterioration in security conditions, especially in and
arising from the Middle East, most European defense budgets have not
grown, and investment budgets have been starved. Yet as NATO Military
Authorities have argued, retiring many excess forces no longer needed
for border defense could liberate substantial funds. These funds could
be plowed into investments to create network-centric forces for expedi-
tionary missions and for operating with U.S. forces. Simply put, ample
resources exist to meet comprehensive NATO capabilities requirements, if
those resources are properly allocated.

Challenges and Dangers of the Early 21st Century

The allocation of defense resources should, of course, reflect the as-
sessment of the security environment. For all their differences over poli-
cies on the use of force and Middle East strategy, the Atlantic democracies
more or less agree on the nature of the main security dangers in the cur-
rent era. Broadly stated, there is a common view that, from Africa to South
Asia, many states are plagued by poor development prospects, illegitimate
governments, lack of connectivity to the world economy, religious radical-
ism and strife, and unfriendly neighbors. Further, Alliance members agree
that these conditions have given rise to both strategic terrorism and an ap-
petite for weapons of mass destruction. These developments threaten the
surrounding regions, the dependability of world oil supplies, and Western
societies. Consequently, most NATO members and partners recognize
the importance of promoting political-economic transformation in this
geographic swath, employing force when necessary to safeguard peace and
protect vital interests, and setting the conditions for stability and recon-
struction when conflict does occur.

Within this generally agreed assessment of security trends in the world
beyond Europe, there is consensus on certain dangers and challenges:®

» Terrorism that aspires to global reach and harm
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» Proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical WMD in the
hands of countries and terrorist groups willing to use them

» Proliferation of conventional weapons and information technolo-
gies that, along with WMD, support asymmetric strategies aimed
at countering U.S. and allied military force operations

» Rogue governments that oppress their own people and are poised
to commit aggression against their neighbors and otherwise men-
ace entire regions

» State-to-state rivalries that produce military competition, threaten
to erupt into war, and create a climate of fear and distrust through-
out their regions

» Ethnic tensions and radical ideologies that foster violence

» Growing potential for state failures, thereby creating domestic
turbulence and mass migration

» Failing states that provide sanctuaries for terrorists and organized
crime

» Ethnic, sectarian, and separatist instability and violence stretch-
ing from Africa through the Middle East and into South Asia and
Southeast Asia

» Mass killing of civilians, especially in sub-Saharan Africa

» In parts of Africa and Asia, stalled economic and political devel-
opment, caused in part by exclusion from world markets, thereby
producing social anxiety in a setting of fast population growth,
poverty, urbanization, and ineffective governments

» Absence of democratic governance and economic progress in an
era of global communications, high public awareness, rising stan-
dards of expectation, and growing frustrations

» Rising demands for fossil fuels, natural gas, and water, coupled
with growing environmental degradation.

Although there have been and remain U.S.-European differences
over the role of military power in tackling these problems and the condi-
tions in which the use of force is justified, both Europeans and Americans
realize that power and force have roles to play but cannot be predominant.
To suggest that the United States regards force as its policy instrument of
choice is as wrong as to suggest that Europeans will not use force under
any circumstances. In general, both favor policies and efforts aimed at
ameliorating hostility and fulfilling aspirations for prosperity and free-
dom, thus reducing reliance on military instruments.
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A New Framework for NATO Defense Capacity

In the face of this agreed assessment of dangers, a multidimensional
concept of security is both needed and possible. U.S. and European forces
will need to be fully prepared for major combat operations that could cover
a wide spectrum of missions and geographic locations. They also have to
be prepared for many other missions, such as limited intervention, conflict
prevention, crisis management, consequence management, peacekeeping,
peacemaking, and peace enforcement, postconflict occupation, stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction, disaster relief, humanitarian assistance, partner-
ship building, and the creation of democratically accountable and capable
military establishments. This wide spectrum of new-era missions will re-
quire military forces of diverse skills and capabilities that extend consider-
ably beyond the traditional mission of deterring and fighting major wars.

In addition, the very way of thinking about requirements must
change. The challenges ahead cannot be reduced to a small set of predict-
able contingencies for which U.S. and European forces can be optimized.
Recognizing this, current U.S. defense strategy calls for capabilities-based
planning to create a diverse portfolio of military assets that are modular
and scalable and that provide high degrees of flexibility, adaptability, and
agility. Increasingly, NATO and European military commanders are com-
ing to the same conclusion.

Likewise, U.S., NATO, and European commanders are adopting sim-
ilar views on military transformation. Nearly all agree that transformation
should focus on blending advanced networks, sensors, munitions, modern
weapons, and new logistic support to create forces attuned to military op-
erations of the information age, which are radically different from those of
the industrial age. They also agree on the need to prevent a big “transfor-
mation gap” from emerging between U.S. and European forces that would
prevent them from operating closely together. While they recognize that
U.S. forces will remain ahead of many European forces in the transforma-
tion process, they aspire to accelerate transformation of European forces
so they will be capable of working alongside U.S. forces, with common
information networks, in future operations across the entire spectrum.

Finally, military leaders on both sides of the Atlantic agree on the na-
ture of military operations. Although U.S. forces are already prepared for
many expeditionary missions, European forces must increasingly acquire
the assets for power-projection and force operations that are needed to
perform these and other missions. If they strive to do so, the consequence
might be European forces that may be smaller than now but tailored to
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perform many missions in partnership with U.S. forces. Transatlantic
agreement on these important matters provides a solid foundation for a
new strategic framework for NATO-wide force improvements.

To help guide NATO defense planning, this paper proposes an in-
tegrated, five-tiered defense pyramid of forces, capabilities, and assets for
new-era missions. In each category, NATO will need to establish appro-
priate goals for forces and capabilities, assess existing assets against these
goals, and design programs to achieve them. This pyramid is a useful tool
to help NATO see the whole as well as constituent parts and their relation-
ships. Its key point is that being prepared for future missions requires a
broad portfolio of multiple, different assets, not a one-dimensional mili-
tary configured for a single type of warfare.

Each tier of the pyramid identifies military assets required for spe-
cific types of new-era missions. At the top of the pyramid are relatively
small forces for sudden, demanding, quick-response operations. They in-
clude the NATO Response Force (NRF), already in train, and a new NATO
Special Operations Force (NSOF). In the middle of the pyramid is the
largest component, the NATO High Readiness Forces (HRF) for sustained
major combat operations. Improvements to these forces should focus on
a limited set of divisions and brigades, fighter wings, and naval strike
groups, provided with the information networks, joint warfighting assets,
logistic support, and transport needed for expeditionary missions against
significant opponents. One tier down is a new NATO Stabilization and
Reconstruction Force (NSRF) for the mission of occupying territory, sta-
bilizing postconflict settings, and helping begin the task of reconstructing
countries with functioning governments and economies. At the bottom of
the pyramid are assets—largely human and institutional—for the mission
of NATO Defense and Security Sector Development (NDSSD), helping
foreign militaries and other security institutions modernize, democratize,
and improve their performance.

Today NATO has formally assigned assets in only two of these five
categories, the NRF and HRE. In our view, NATO will be sufficiently en-
dowed for future missions only if it has adequate forces and capabilities
in all five areas. NATO forces, for example, could be used sequentially. A
crisis intervention could begin with use of the NSOF for targeting enemy
positions, as occurred in the early stages of the invasion of Afghanistan.
Next, NATO could deploy the brigade-size NRF to establish a foothold,
defeat access-denial threats, and conduct initial strikes. Then, NATO
could deploy the larger HRF to conduct major combat operations aimed
at winning the contest in this key stage of warfighting. Afterward, NATO
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could deploy the NSRE, which would work alongside the HRF to stabilize
the situation and begin reconstruction until peace is restored and civilian
assets can be deployed to complete the reconstruction phase. At this junc-
ture, NATO assets for the NDSSD could begin helping the new govern-
ment to preserve safety and security while building democracy.

Such a sequential process is not the only or even most likely way that
these NATO forces and capabilities could be used. Instead, they could be
used individually or in a combination suited to the situation. For example,
some situations might require only the NSOF, or NSOF forces and the NRE,
followed by commitment of the NSRE. Other combinations are equally pos-
sible. Moreover, peacetime relationships with many foreign countries might
involve only the use of NATO assets for defense sector development, in a
manner reflecting how the NATO Partnership for Peace (PFP) has been
carried out with many European countries. For this reason, the pyramid of
forces and capabilities must be modular and scalable. NATO must be capa-
ble of tailoring packages to meet the unique requirements of each situation.
A NATO defense pyramid of such assets, which cover a wide spectrum and
are capable of being combined in many ways, will provide the flexibility and
adaptability needed for a wide range of possible futures. This pyramid will
ensure that when NATO political leaders decide to act collectively, they will
have the full set of forces and capabilities at their disposal.

Figure 1-1. A NATO Framework of Future Forces and Capabilities for
Expeditionary Missions
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Building the Pyramid

As the ancient Egyptians could attest, it is one thing to draw a pyra-
mid and quite another to build one. To be prepared for all five types of
missions, NATO will need to be able to draw upon both U.S. and European
forces. As a general rule, the United States might provide one-third of the
military commitments and Europe two-thirds. In order to make progress
in the coming years on building a well-stocked military warehouse, Euro-
pean NATO members will need to focus their limited investment funds
on program priorities that can yield high-leverage returns in the form of
enhanced, usable forces and capabilities. All 5 of these areas are appro-
priate for investment as well as other force-improvement efforts, such as
developing new doctrines, creating new structures, and establishing new
employment practices. The necessary steps are modest and will not unduly
strain NATO and European capacity to pursue them. The following dis-
cussion moves from the top of this pyramid to the base.®

NATO Special Operations Force’

National special operations forces (SOF) have proven their high
value because of their many uses. SOF can be used to conduct surgical
attacks on terrorist camps, help train foreign militaries in counterterrorist
operations, free hostages, destroy obstacles and threats, and conduct sur-
veillance behind enemy lines. As fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq shows,
they can use lasers and global positioning system devices to spot enemy
targets, and then transmit the information to air forces to achieve preci-
sion strikes. Special operations forces are light, lethal, small, mobile, well
trained, and superbly conditioned. Because they are easily networked with
other forces, they can be powerful force multipliers. In addition, SOF are
highly flexible and adaptable.

Some years ago, the United States took the step of creating a new Spe-
cial Operations Command for SOF, with a formal headquarters and staff,
forces assigned from all services, and a separate budgeting program aimed
at funding their unique requirements. This step has yielded strategic
dividends, particularly in combating terrorism. Pressures are mounting to
enlarge SOF assets because of their capacity to perform so many important
missions and to work closely with other forces, including large ground and
air forces conducting major combat operations. NATO and Europe would
be well served by a similar capability.

Most European militaries grasp the value of SOF and many have
well-trained SOF units in their ranks, such as the fabled British Special Air
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Service. But these national units are not organized into a multilateral entity
that could operate under NATO command. A new SOF command could
be built upon existing U.S.-French SOF units imbedded in Combined Joint
Task Forces (CJTFs) and on SOF units operating in Afghanistan.

There is much to be gained by sharing know-how through multi-
lateral training and exercises. Beyond this, most contingencies in which
NATO allies may operate together will require SOE. While SOF often op-
erate in small groups and in isolation, much can be gained by improving
their interoperability in such areas as communications and networking,
doctrine, tactics, weapons, and logistics. British and French SOF, for ex-
ample, should be able to work together using information networking to
guide precision strikes of American, German, and Italian aircraft.

What steps should NATO take to capitalize on this opportunity? An
attractive possibility is to create an NSOF command with responsibility for
the coordination of Alliance-wide SOF goals and collaborative programs.
This would require multinational agreements on intelligence sharing
and other matters. Despite national sensitivities, such agreements can be
forged. The actual NSOF should have a small inner core and a larger outer
network. The inner core could be as small as 300 troops, with specialized
technology, including unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), focused on one
or two vital missions, such as counterterrorism and counter-WMD. This
inner core would be formally assigned to NATO, highly integrated, sta-
tioned at one location, and composed of rotating national SOF units. It
would have uniform equipment and procedures and be ready to deploy
within 72 hours.

Surrounding this inner core woul